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Daniel dicknman, in his official *
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PER CURI AM

Chad Robert Kjeldahl appeals from the district court's! grant of
summary judgnent to defendants in this action arising out of a proposed
| ease of farnml and subject to a conservation easenent. W affirm

Kj el dahl argues, as he did below, that 7 U S.C. § 2002 pernmits
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transfers of conservation easenments between federal agencies only where the
previous owner's or operator's rights expired, that because he was a
participant in the Farners Home Adm nistration (FnHA) | easeback/ buyback
program his rights had not expired, and that, accordingly, section 2002
prohibits the FnmHA from including in Kjeldahl's proposed |ease a
conservation easenent assigned to the Fish and Wldlife Service (FW5).
Kj el dahl al so argues that an FnmHA |l etter concerning his father indicates
Consol i dated Farm and Rural Devel opnment Act, Pub. L. No. 87-128, 8§ 335(b)
1961 U.S.C.C.A N (87 Stat.) 358, precludes Executive Oder 11990 from
authorizing the transfer of conservation easenents between federal
agenci es.

This court reviews de novo a grant of summary judgnent, applying the
same standards as the district court. See Sierra Club v. Robertson, 28
F.3d 753, 760 (8th Cir. 1994). This court also reviews de novo the
district court's interpretation of statutes. R fkin v. MDonnell Dougl as
Corp., 78 F.3d 1277, 1280 (8th Cir. 1996).

We agree with the district court that the conservation easenent is
lawful. The inposition of the conservation easenent in favor of the United
States, to be adm nistered and nmanaged by the FW5 pursuant to Executive
Order 11990, is not inconsistent with Kjeldahl's buyback/| easeback rights.
See Harris v. United States, 19 F.3d 1090, 1093-94 (5th G r. 1994). W
also reject as neritless Kjeldahl's clains regarding section 335(b) and the

FnHA | etter concerning his father.

Accordingly, we affirmthe judgnent of the district court.
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